We conducted a field survey of leaders and their followers to examine factors that moderate the relationship between employee proactive personality and proactive behaviour. As hypothesized, random coefficient modelling analysis showed that two situational factors -transformational leadership and a climate of innovation and flexibility -moderated the relationship between employee proactive personality and proactive behaviour. Conceptually, we draw from situational strength theory to predict the pattern of these interactions. Our findings indicated that organizations desiring proactive employee behaviour would be well advised to take one of three courses of action: select employees with proactive personality who will generally behave proactively regardless of the situation; develop transformational leaders who will motivate, inspire, and support proactive employee behaviour; or cultivate a climate of innovation and flexibility which will create a strong situation that fosters proactivity regardless of employee individual differences.
Practitioner points
The modern workplace often demands that employees behave proactively, and our research shows that there are multiple strategies organizations can implement to facilitate employee proactive behaviour. In particular, our study reveals three ways for organizations to facilitate proactive employee behaviour: (1) recruit and select employees who are high in proactive personality, who will be more apt to naturally engage in proactive behaviour; (2) hire or train leaders to be transformational since transformational leaders will bring about proactive employee behaviour; or (3) create a climate that rewards innovation and flexibility as such a climate will encourage proactive employee behaviour.
The economic climate of the last several years, with its focus on flatter, leaner, and multinational organizations, has increasingly created a fast-paced and changing environment in which employees are required to exhibit proactive behaviour in order to successfully achieve both individual and organizational outcomes (i.e., job satisfaction; career success; organizational performance; Belschak, Den Hartog, & Fay, 2010; Campbell, 2000; Cascio & Aguinis, 2005; Crant, 2000; Den Hartog & Belschak, 2007; DuBrin, 2013; Thomas, Whitman, & Viswesvaran, 2010; Wall & Jackson, 1995) . Taking note of this trend, researchers have sought to modify the performance domain to account for behaviour such as proactivity, 1 which has not been captured by traditional conceptualizations or measures of job performance (Grant & Ashford, 2008; Griffin, Neal, & Parker, 2007) . In particular, researchers have sought to elucidate the constructs of proactivity or proactive behaviour (e.g., Bateman & Crant, 1993; Crant, 2000; Frese, Garst, & Fay, 2007; Grant & Ashford, 2008; Parker, Williams, & Turner, 2006 ), defined at the individual level as the 'extent to which individuals engage in self-starting, future-oriented behavior to change their individual work situations, their individual work roles, or themselves' (Griffin et al., 2007, p. 332) and at the team level as 'self-starting, future-directed behavior to change a team's situation or the way the team works' 2 (Griffin et al., 2007, p. 332) . With the extensive attention that proactive behaviour has garnered in both the academic research and popular press (DuBrin, 2013), it is crucial for organizations to consider its antecedents (e.g., see Parker et al., 2006; Rank, Carsten, Unger, & Spector, 2007; Strauss, Griffin, & Rafferty, 2009) . Through the examination of those antecedents, practising managers can make determinations about the optimum ways in which to elicit proactive work behaviour in their organizations (e.g., through selection procedures or job design). From a selection perspective, one option organizations have is to seek employees who are inherently predisposed to behave proactively. However, research has focused more on the Big Five personality traits (conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness, openness to experience, and emotional stability; Barrick & Mount, 1991) in selection, and very little proactivity research has focused on selection despite the potential benefits that could be associated with hiring employees who possess a proactive personality or who regularly demonstrate proactivity. Given that it is defined as a stable dispositional tendency drawn upon by individuals who control situational forces and actively incite change in their environments (Bateman & Crant, 1993) , proactive personality has been shown to be a particularly important antecedent to proactive behaviour (e.g., Bolino, Valcea, & Harvey, 2010; Crant, 2000; Seibert, Kraimer, & Crant, 2001 ). However, there are multiple reasons why organizations that desire proactive work behaviour may not simply be able to select applicants who possess high levels of proactive personality.
In particular, the nature of the modern workplace, with its demand for rapid responses and need for a nimble approach (Frese, 2008) , may preclude organizations from having the patience to gradually phase in proactive hires over time. Additionally, some organizations (e.g., union workplaces or small businesses) may face organizational constraints that limit their capacity for generating the turnover in their workforces that is necessary in order to create room for future employees who can be selected based upon their proclivities to perform proactively. Furthermore, prior meta-analytic research (e.g., Fuller & Marler, 2009 ) provides strong evidence that proactive personality exhibits only a modest relationship (p = .32) with proactive behaviour -and that moderating variables are impacting the positive relationship between employees' proactive personality and their proactive behaviours (i.e., taking charge). As such, it seems that contextual factors likely impact whether employees behave proactively. For employees who do not naturally behave proactively, the effects of the right situation may be enough to motivate them to behave proactively irrespective of their inherent personality traits (Mischel, 1973; Schneider & Reichers, 1983) .
For the reasons provided, organizations' selection of employees with proactive personality may not be plausible or conducive to the achievement of organizational objectives, and there are other viable levers that organizations may consider employing in order to attain the proactive employee behaviour that they desire in the workplace. After all, extant theory (e.g., Lewin, 1951) suggests that a person's inherent traits alone do not influence that person's behaviour. Rather, a person's traits interact with his or her environmental situation in determining behaviour. As a result, we expect that what motivates an employee to behave proactively can emanate either internally (i.e., from inherent traits) or externally (e.g., from situational cues). Thus, we posit that an alternative procedure that organizations may take to induce employee proactivity comes in the form of selecting and developing the kinds of leaders who can induce proactive behaviour from employees. Indeed, transformational leaders exert powerful social influence on follower behaviour, thus impacting employees' performance (e.g., DeGroot, Kiker, & Cross, 2000; Fuller, Patterson, Hester, & Stringer, 1996; Judge & Piccolo, 2004; Lowe, Kroeck, & Sivasubramaniam, 1996; Wang, Oh, Courtright, & Colbert, 2011) . Since transformational leaders have a propensity to initiate change (e.g., Bass, 1985; Bass & Riggio, 2006; Detert & Burris, 2007; Waldman, Javidan, & Varella, 2004) , and proactive behaviour is often change-related behaviour (e.g., Griffin et al., 2007) , the change-related behaviour modelled by transformational leaders may spur similar change-related behaviour in leaders' respective followers. Thus, we expect transformational leaders to provide strong cues to motivate their followers' proactive behaviour, even with employees who possess lower levels of inherent proactive personality.
Similar to the constraints that may preclude organizations from being able to select and hire employees with proactive personality, there may also be factors that prevent organizations from staffing management roles with transformational leaders. Since both a leader and a workplace climate are capable of creating a strong situation that triggers behaviour (Mischel, 1973) , a non-selection option available to an organization's managers is for them to strategically create an environment in which proactive behaviour is likely to emerge. In particular, organizational climate acts as a source of pressure on employee behaviour (Abbey & Dickson, 1983) because it is 'the shared perceptions of the meaning attached to the policies, practices, and procedures employees experience and the behavior[s] they observe getting rewarded and that are supported and expected' (Schneider, Ehrhart, & Macey, 2013, p. 362) . Among the many dimensions of climate that have been documented (see Patterson et al., 2005 , for a comprehensive list), a climate of innovation and flexibility (e.g., Pritchard & Karasick, 1973) is well suited to engender proactive employee behaviour. Patterson et al. (2005) described innovation climate as 'the extent of encouragement and support for new ideas and innovative approaches' (p. 386) and flexibility climate as 'an orientation toward change ' (p. 386) . Given that innovation and flexibility involve new ideas and change (e.g., Patterson et al., 2005) , a climate of innovation and flexibility seems ideally suited to create a strong situation that would induce employee proactive behaviour.
In sum, we seek to fill gaps in the proactivity literature by demonstrating how organizations can orchestrate employees' proactive work behaviours through the selection of employees with proactive personality, the utilization of transformational leaders, or the establishment of a workplace climate of innovation and flexibility. We contribute to the literature on personality -and proactive personality in particular -by examining two situational moderators of the proactive personality-proactive behaviour relationship and by utilizing the situational strength theoretical framework (Meyer, Dalal, & Hermida, 2010; Mischel, 1973) . Seeking to complement the extant literature, which has been more apt to apply a trait activation theoretical perspective to the study of proactivity, we describe why proactive personality, transformational leadership, and a climate of innovation and flexibility are factors that are particularly well positioned to illustrate the substitution effect that can occur in the presence of either a personality trait or a situational factor. Specifically, we hypothesize that the effects of transformational leadership and a climate of innovation and flexibility may be contextual factors that substitute for the effects of employee proactive personality, acting as catalysts that motivate employee proactive behaviour regardless of employees' individual differences. Our research makes additional contributions by addressing Grant and Ashford's (2008) call for research on what can cause non-proactive employees to demonstrate proactive behaviour and, more broadly, our study contributes to the understanding of personsituation interactions and the various forms they may take.
Hypotheses development
Proactive personality has been shown meta-analytically to be related to numerous positive outcomes such as career satisfaction and success, job satisfaction, organizational commitment, job performance (overall, task, and contextual), psychological empowerment, perceived autonomy, self-efficacy, and organizational knowledge (Fuller & Marler, 2009 ). It has also been linked with proactive behaviour both theoretically (e.g., Grant & Ashford, 2008) and empirically (e.g., meta-analytic results reported by Fuller & Marler, 2009 ). Yet, scholars have long acknowledged that behaviour is influenced by both personal characteristics and situational characteristics (e.g., Lewin, 1951; Magnusson & Endler, 1977; Terborg, 1981) , and researchers have explained that it is conditional factors that should be explored to really understand the relationship between personality and behaviour (Meyer et al., 2010) .
In research that has examined situational moderators of the relationship between proactive personality and proactive behaviour, researchers (e.g., Fuller, Hester, & Cox, 2010; Kim, Hon, & Lee, 2010; Li, Liang, & Crant, 2010) have focused largely on trait activation theory. Fuller et al. (2010) examined the relationship between proactive personality and job performance with job autonomy provided by the supervisor as a moderator. Kim et al. (2010) studied the relationship between proactive personality and employee creativity with moderators of required job creativity and supervisor support for creativity. Li et al. (2010) examined the relationship between proactive personality and both job satisfaction and organizational citizenship behaviour with leader-member exchange as a mediator and procedural justice climate as a moderator. Tett and Burnett (2003) explained trait activation theory, noting that 'latent personality traits will manifest as trait-expressive work behaviors only when trait-relevant cues are present at the task, social, or organizational levels ' (p. 503) . In other words, Tett and Burnett used trait activation theory to explain how the situational context motivates people's behaviour by triggering their inherent personality characteristics to manifest themselves in behaviours. Thus, trait activation theory suggests that trait-consistent behaviour results when relevant characteristics of both a person and a situation are present.
Trait activation theory has much utility and informs our ability to understand how situational factors facilitate the enactment of employees' traits into their behaviours (e.g., by contextual factors cuing employees' personalities to be expressed in their workplace behaviour). However, relevant characteristics of both a person and a situation are not always present. Sometimes the effects of either the person or the situation may motivate behaviour, and a perspective beyond trait activation is needed to account for how workplace behaviours may occur even in the absence of employees' inherent proclivities. With a trait such as proactive personality that involves enacting change and controlling situational forces (Bateman & Crant, 1993) , an employee with a proactive personality can be expected to behave proactively at work regardless of the work context due to his or her natural tendency to be a self-starter, to take initiative to go above and beyond, to take charge, and to seek opportunities and feedback (Bateman & Crant, 1993; DuBrin, 2013; Li, Harris, Boswell, & Xie, 2011; Major, Turner, & Fletcher, 2006; Parker et al., 2010; Seibert et al., 2001 ).
Yet, given the modest meta-analytic correlation between proactive personality and proactive behaviour (Fuller & Marler, 2009) , it is apparent that contextual factors may impact whether employees behave proactively. In particular, for employees who are not predisposed to behave proactively, the effects of a situation may motivate an employee to behave in a certain way regardless of the employee's inherent personality traits (Mischel, 1973) . This is because sometimes 'the external environment inhibits a person's freedom to behave in idiosyncratic ways' (Barrick & Mount, 2003, p. 112) , and situational cues dictate the behaviour that is necessary and required (Stewart & Barrick, 2004) . In this way, a situation may be influential enough to overwhelm an employee's natural behavioural inclination, substituting for the effects of an employee's personality in motivating that employee to behave in a certain way (Mischel, 1973) . Thus, an employee can be motivated to behave in ways that are consistent with his or her inherent traits or can be motivated by a characteristic of the situation (e.g., the influence placed on the employee by a leader or the climate). This substitution effect has been elucidated for people and situations, with scholars showing how the effects of a situation can substitute for an employee's personality traits in prediction of behaviour just as an employee's inherent personality can substitute for characteristics that are absent from work situations (Colbert, Mount, Harter, Witt, & Barrick, 2004; Stewart, Carson, & Cardy, 1996) . Since the nature of the proactive personality trait suggests that employees who possess this trait control situational forces (e.g., Bateman & Crant, 1993) , proactive personality serves as an ideal individual difference factor for illustrating how an employee's personality can manifest itself in the employee's behaviour (e.g., proactive personality yields proactive behaviour) even without situational support for proactivity (Bateman & Crant, 1993; Li et al., 2011; Major et al., 2006; Parker et al., 2010; Seibert et al., 2001) . Thus, we expect that when situational cues consistent with the behaviour are largely absent, employees with higher levels of inherent proactive personality will behave proactively while employees with lower levels of proactive personality will not behave proactively. However, in a contextual situation signalling that proactive behaviour is clearly required (i.e., due to the presence of a leader or workplace climate), employees are expected to behave proactively regardless of their respective levels of proactive personality. Below, we provide more detail about the form of the interaction for two situational variablestransformational leadership and a climate of innovation and flexibility.
Transformational leadership as a potential moderator
Diagnosing an issue in the proactivity literature, Wu and Parker (2017) illustrated how studies have reported inconsistent relationships between leadership and employee proactivity. In offering insight into the issue, Wu and Parker (2017) identified 'leader support' as the focal determinant of whether leadership will positively predict employee proactivity. More specifically, Wu and Parker described how some types of leader support can effectively promote employee proactivity (i.e., availability; encouragement). Importantly, the researchers noted that employee individual differences cause some employees to be more receptive to leader support -and thus more likely to behave proactively in response to such support -than others.
Transformational leadership is a leadership style that has been shown to correlate strongly with support (Basu & Green, 1997) . Thus, it is no surprise that numerous scholarly articles have empirically demonstrated that a positive relationship exists between transformational leadership and proactive behaviour Den Hartog & Belschak, 2012; Detert & Burris, 2007; Grant, 2012; Spychala & Sonnentag, 2010; Strauss et al., 2009) . Beyond the linkage through support, it is pertinent to consider that transformational leaders initiate change (e.g., Bass, 1985; Bass & Riggio, 2006; Detert & Burris, 2007; Waldman et al., 2004) , a key aspect of proactive behaviour (e.g., Griffin et al., 2007) . Furthermore, transformational leaders motivate followers to go above and beyond by doing more than they feel is possible (Hater & Bass, 1988) . If followers are motivated to exceed expectations, it is likely that they will be more apt to engage in the types of active behaviours that are characteristic of proactive behaviour.
All four dimensions of transformational leadership (idealized influence, inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, and individualized consideration; Bass, 1985) can be argued to play an important role in motivating proactive behaviour. Idealized influence emphasizes trust and ethics, and it is characterized by appeals to the emotions of followers (Bass, 1985) . It represents self-confidence and self-determination in that leaders model positive qualities that often bring out the best in followers, including making it more likely that followers will perform proactively. Leaders exhibiting idealized influence effectively communicate values and beliefs and are thus able to command loyalty from followers and instil pride in them, leading to proactive behaviour. Inspirational motivation represents an appealing vision for the future based on values, ideals, and high expectations (Bass, 1985) . This dimension consists of leaders providing employees with meaning for their tasks as well as using inspiring and enthusiastic messages to reframe the big picture. Leaders exhibiting inspirational motivation also provide the energy and direction needed to fuel the actions of followers, thus allowing followers to rise above limitations and perform at high levels (Judge & Piccolo, 2004) . If followers are challenged to meet high expectations and are motivated to do so, they are more likely to take initiative to perform proactively (e.g., Crant, 2000) . Intellectual stimulation involves leaders encouraging their followers to take risks, show initiative, be creative, provide input, and think 'outside the box' to lead down a path of innovation (Judge & Piccolo, 2004) . When followers are encouraged to perform such tasks and seek continuous improvement, they are more apt to engage in proactive behaviours and be persistent in overcoming barriers. Individualized consideration refers to leaders who consider the needs, abilities, and developmental goals of followers while coaching and mentoring them (Bass, 1985) . This dimension involves leader development of followers into transformational leaders themselves. These leaders also assign challenging developmental projects that will provide further learning and lead to follower confidence, thus making followers more likely to demonstrate proactive behaviour.
While our theorizing to this point suggests a direct relationship between transformational leadership and proactive behaviour, greater complexity exists when considering the interactive effects of transformational leadership and proactive personality in explaining proactive behaviour. Meta-analytic results have established that proactive personality has a moderately positive relationship with proactive behaviour (Fuller & Marler, 2009 ). We believe that this relationship will hold even in the absence of a transformational leader. As noted above, individuals high in proactive personality are likely to exhibit initiative and attempt to control their own environments even in the absence of a transformational leader. This is likely because employees high in proactive personality are less sensitive to situational cues in leading to the expression of their proactive behaviour (Bateman & Crant, 1993; Li et al., 2011; Major et al., 2006; Parker et al., 2010; Seibert et al., 2001) . Thus, even when the leader does not encourage proactivity, individuals higher in proactive personality are likely to take the initiative to act in trait-consistent ways while individuals lower in proactive personality will behave less proactively.
However, while we expect that proactive personality is positively related to proactive behaviour when transformational leadership is low, we expect this proactive personality -proactive behaviour relationship to be weaker when transformational leadership is higher. Empirically, Judge and Zapata (2015) illustrated how the elements of a strong situation weaken the relationship between an employee's personality and his or her performance. This is because the situation (i.e., the influence of a strong transformational leader) matters most when proactive personality is low. Specifically, a transformational leader creates the kind of strong contextual situation that motivates employees' performance, triggering employees to behave proactively even if they are not inherently predisposed to doing so based upon their personality traits. Conceptually, this is because a leader's style is one of the key situational factors that can exert an impact on employee behaviour (e.g., by defining stimuli and determining rewards; Forehand & von Haller Gilmer, 1964 ; see also Meyer et al., 2010) . Specific to the context created by a transformational leader, employees operating under the direction of such a leader are challenged to behave proactively by a leader who requires employees to behave independently, take risks, and show initiative (i.e., Dvir, Eden, Avolio, & Shamir, 2002; Gong, Huang, & Farh, 2009 ). In weaker situations -when the situation is not asserting as great an effect on employees -employees high in proactive personality should be expected to behave proactively while employees low in proactive personality are not expected to behave proactively. Thus, the effects of transformational leadership serve as a moderating substitute for the effects of proactive personality in the prediction of proactive behaviour.
In sum, just as an employee's individual differences may impact her or his perception of a leader's support (Wu & Parker, 2017) , an employee's proactive personality may impact her or his responsiveness to transformational leadership. Indeed, context can shape the degree to which transformational leadership is effective (Willis, Clarke, & O'Connor, 2017) , and recent scholarship has shown that an employee's proactive personality will lessen the degree to which transformational leadership will cause that employee to exhibit taking charge behaviour (Li, Chiaburu, Kirkman, & Xie, 2013) . Identifying the importance of job control to employees with high proactive personality, Parker and Sprigg (1999) showed that it was employees highest in proactive personality who benefited from situations where they had both high job demands and high job control. This likely occurs because an employee with high proactive personality is inherently predisposed to want to control situational forces. Yet, a transformational leader is actively involved in providing cues and instituting the context within which the employee operates (Den Hartog, Van Muijen, & Koopman, 1997; Li et al., 2013) . Thus, a transformational leader may lower an employee's job control. As such, the interplay between a transformational leader -who exerts control -and an employee with high proactive personality -who covets job control -corresponds with a stronger relationship between proactive personality and proactive behaviour under conditions of lower transformational leadership.
Hypothesis 1: Transformational leadership will moderate the relationship between follower proactive personality and follower proactive behaviour such that the relationship will be stronger when transformational leadership is lower.
Innovation and flexibility climate as a potential moderator Researchers have been analysing climate and its influence on employee behaviour (e.g., Guion, 1973; Schneider, 1975) for more than half a century, and climate serves as an important contextual variable that shapes the individual behaviour of employees (Forehand & von Haller Gilmer, 1964; Patterson et al., 2005; Schneider et al., 2013) . Accordingly, climate has been linked with individual performance metrics (e.g., Brown & Leigh, 1996; Pritchard & Karasick, 1973 Patterson et al. (2005) , innovation and flexibility climate, is particularly relevant for the study of proactivity. This is because a climate of innovation and flexibility is the type of narrow, focused climate that would be expected to orchestrate proactivity. Indeed, innovation and proactivity coincide within organizations (Chen, Farh, Campbell-Bush, Wu, & Wu, 2013; Rosenbusch, Brinckmann, & Bausch, 2011; Sebora & Theerapatvong, 2010) , suggesting a positive relationship between a climate of innovation and flexibility and employees' proactive behaviour. This is because the norms and expectations of a climate of innovation and flexibility feature a departure from convention and an openness to change; such constructs share conceptual space with features of proactivity (i.e., developing new ideas and behaving in a way that involves initiating change).
In line with the logic expressed above, we would expect a direct relationship between a climate of innovation and flexibility and employees' proactive behaviour. However, in this research, we are interested in examining the potential for a climate of innovation and flexibility to moderate the relationship between proactive personality and proactive behaviour. When the climate of innovation and flexibility is high, we expect that this strong situation will result in high employee levels of proactive behaviour regardless of their respective levels of proactive personality as organizational norms and systems will encourage employees to reach out to colleagues for innovative ideas, proactively ask questions that challenge conventional wisdom, take initiative to think outside the box, and be willing to take risks. The reason for this is that the strong situation creates cues that motivate employees to act in ways consistent with the climate and inhibits employees' freedom to act in idiosyncratic ways (Barrick & Mount, 2003; Stewart & Barrick, 2004) . Put another way, contextual cues in a strong situation signal to employees that specific behaviour is required (Meyer et al., 2010) . Thus, there will be a weaker relationship between proactive personality and proactive behaviour in a climate of higher innovation and flexibility.
Conversely, we expect that a lower level of climate of innovation and flexibility will create a relatively weak situation. In weak situations (when the effects of the situation are minimal), Judge and Zapata (2015) showed how personality has a stronger impact on behaviour. Thus, in our study context we expect that the varying levels of individual proactive personality will be much freer to manifest themselves in a low climate of innovation and flexibility, resulting in more varied levels of proactive behaviour. Specifically, when there are weak signals present in the environment that are not making it apparent what behaviour is required, employees will be likely to behave in a way that is consistent with their inherent personality traits. Thus, there will be a stronger relationship between proactive personality and proactive behaviour when the climate of innovation and flexibility is lower.
Hypothesis 2: A climate of innovation and flexibility will moderate the relationship between follower proactive personality and follower proactive behaviour such that the relationship will be stronger when the climate of innovation and flexibility is lower.
Method
Participants and procedure Our sample consisted of leaders who were current students and recent graduates of an executive MBA programme from a large Midwestern university in the United States and their direct reports. The leaders worked in a wide variety of industries and organizations and were asked to complete an electronic survey and provide email addresses for their direct reports, so we could send separate invitations and surveys to those direct reports using coded survey numbers that we could link to their respective leader if the direct reports chose to voluntarily participate in the study by completing the survey. Of the 173 direct reports who received invitations to participate, 120 surveys were completed and submitted for a response rate of 69.4%. We matched the surveys completed by the leaders with the surveys completed by their respective direct reports, which formed our sample of 102 direct reports nested within 29 leaders. The number of direct reports paired with a leader ranged from 1 to 8, with an average of 3.5 direct reports matched with each leader.
Measures

Proactive personality
Direct reports provided self-ratings of their own proactive personality using Seibert, Crant, and Kraimer's (1999) 10-item proactive personality scale. Sample items include 'If I see something I don't like, I fix it' and 'I love being a champion for my ideas, even against others' opposition'. Responses were made using a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree; a = .87).
Transformational leadership
Direct reports rated their respective leader's transformational leadership using Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman, and Fetter's (1990) 22-item transformational leadership inventory measure (dimensions include identifying and articulating a vision, providing an appropriate model, fostering the acceptance of group goals, high-performance expectations, providing individualized support, and intellectual stimulation). Sample items include 'My supervisor is always seeking new opportunities for the organization' and 'My supervisor shows me that s/he expects a lot from me'. Responses were made using a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree; a = .93). Because we did not have theoretical reasons to hypothesize differential relationships for the individual dimensions of transformational leadership, we aggregated across dimensions to form an overall transformational leadership scale for each leader. We aggregated the ratings of each group of direct reports nested within a respective leader based upon acceptable aggregation statistics (ICC[1] = .12; ICC[2] = .35; r WG(J) = .88). Our ICC(1) value of .12 falls into the typical range (Bliese, 2000) and provides evidence of within-group agreement. Although ICC(2) was .35, indicating a fairly low reliability of the group mean, ICC(2) is dependent on group size, and ours was only 3.50 on average. Thus, our desire to avoid the correlated error terms that would result from a lack of aggregation within each respective leader -particularly when coupled with the strong within-group agreement in our data -mitigated any concerns we had about aggregating the ratings of the direct reports for each respective leader. 
Innovation and flexibility climate
Proactive behaviour
We asked the leaders to rate their direct reports' proactive behaviour using Griffin et al.'s (2007) scales for individual (3 items) and team member (3 items) proactive behaviour. Sample items include 'This person comes up with ideas to improve the way in which his/ her core tasks are done' and 'This person suggests ways to make his/her work unit more effective'. Responses were made using a 5-point Likert scale (1 = little proactivity; 5 = very high proactivity; a = .95).
Analytical approach
We used hierarchical linear modelling (HLM; Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002) to test both of our hypotheses for cross-level interactions based upon the recommendations of Gavin and Hofmann (2002) when individual data are nested within groups (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992) . For both hypotheses, self-rated proactive personality served as our individual-level independent variable while supervisor-rated follower proactive behaviour served as our individual-level dependent variable. Our moderator variables, transformational leadership (Hypothesis 1) and innovation and flexibility climate (Hypothesis 2), were at the group level. The level 1 variable (proactive personality) was group-mean-centred, and the level 2 variables (transformational leadership and climate of innovation and flexibility) were grand-mean-centred when entered into the analysis. Simple slopes tests were conducted as per methodology outlined by Bauer and Curran (2005) and Preacher, Curran, and Bauer (2006) . Table 2 . Transformational leadership exhibited a significant positive relationship (c = .83, p < .01) and explained 58% of the variance in proactive behaviour. Consistent with Hypothesis 1, transformational leadership moderated the relationship between follower proactive personality and follower proactive behaviour. As can be seen in Table 2 , the interaction was statistically significant (c = À.83, p < .01) and explained 43% of the variance in the relationship between follower proactive personality and follower proactive behaviour. To interpret this effect, we plotted the interaction to ascertain whether the form of the interaction was as we had predicted. The Figure 1 plot suggests that, as hypothesized, the relationship between proactive personality and proactive behaviour is stronger when transformational leadership is low compared to when it is high. Notes. Individual-level N = 102. Group-level N = 29. Correlations between the individual and group levels are all provided at the individual level, with group-level variables disaggregated to each individual in the same group. The reliability estimates (a) are presented in parentheses on the diagonal. *p < .05; **p < .01. Proactive personality 9 transformational leadership interaction À0.83** .27
Results
Notes. Entries are estimations of the fixed effects with robust standard errors. N = 102 at the individual level and N = 29 at the group level. Level 1 variables are group-mean-centred, and level 2 variables are grand-mean-centred. *p < .05, one-tailed; **p < .01, one-tailed.
Our simple slopes follow-up testing used the Preacher et al. (2006) methodology and was conducted in order to determine whether quantitative evidence existed to support our conclusions about the form of the interaction. As expected, the individual slope of the high transformational leadership line (+1 SD) was not statistically different from zero, with a slope estimate of À.16 (ns; p > .3, one-tailed test). Thus, our assertion that transformational leadership can substitute for follower proactive personality is supported since employees' proactive personality does not meaningfully change their levels of proactive behaviour as long as they are paired with a transformational leader. To test whether employees who are paired with less transformational leaders (À1 SD) will only behave proactively if they have a proactive personality, we examined the individual slope of that line to see whether it differed from zero. As expected, the line did differ from zero, with a positive slope estimate of .46 that was significantly different from zero (p < .05). Thus, our assertion that transformational leadership can substitute for proactive personality is supported, since employees' proactive personality has a profound impact on their levels of proactive behaviour when a transformational leader is not present to substitute for low levels of the proactive personality trait.
As shown in Table 2 , a climate of innovation and flexibility exhibited a significant positive relationship (c = .40, p < .05) and explained 35% of the variance in proactive behaviour. Consistent with Hypothesis 2, a climate of innovation and flexibility moderated the relationship between follower proactive personality and follower proactive behaviour. As can be seen in Table 2 , the interaction term was statistically significant (c = À.72, p < .01) and explained 18% of the variance in the relationship between proactive personality and proactive behaviour. To interpret this effect, we again plotted the interaction and conducted simple slopes analyses. The Figure 2 plot suggests that, as hypothesized, employees low in proactive personality exhibit a stronger relationship with proactive behaviour when placed into a climate of low innovation and flexibility. As with the prior hypothesis, our follow-up testing used the Preacher et al. (2006) methodology and was conducted in order to determine whether quantitative evidence existed to support the conclusions regarding the interaction in Figure 2 . As expected, the individual slope of the high climate of innovation and flexibility line (+1 SD) did not differ from zero, with a slope estimate of .09 (ns). Thus, our assertion that a climate of innovation and flexibility can substitute for proactive personality is supported, since employees' proactive personality does not meaningfully impact their levels of proactive behaviour as long as they are working in a climate of innovation and flexibility. To test our assertion that employees who are not placed into a climate of innovation and flexibility will only behave proactively if they have a proactive personality, we needed to examine the individual slope of the low climate of innovation and flexibility line (À1 SD) to see whether it differed from zero. As expected, the line did differ from zero, with a slope estimate of .81 (p < .01). Thus, our argument that a climate of innovation and flexibility can substitute for proactive personality is again supported, since employees' proactive personality has a profound impact on their levels of proactive behaviour when they do not work in a climate of innovation and flexibility.
Discussion
Our study has addressed the repeated calls in the literature (e.g., Crant, 2000; Grant & Ashford, 2008; Thomas et al., 2010) for an examination of factors that moderate the effects of proactive personality. Specifically, we demonstrate how two situational variables -transformational leadership and a climate of innovation and flexibility -interact with employees' proactive personality in the prediction of proactive behaviour. This examination of interactions provides important insights to the literature on proactivity by demonstrating how proactive employee behaviour can be expected even when employees do not possess the sort of proactive personality that would generally lead them to behave in a proactive way. Our findings are notable in that they extend prior research by revealing how situational factors emanating from either the leader (transformational leadership) or from the environment (a climate of innovation and flexibility) can equate to proactive employee behaviour even in employees who are not inherently predisposed to behave proactively based upon their personality.
Our findings have important theoretical implications as we draw on the substitution and situational strength (Meyer et al., 2010; Mischel, 1973) perspectives to inform our analysis. As noted, the past scholarship in the proactivity literature has generally drawn on trait activation theory (e.g., Fuller et al., 2010; Kim et al., 2010; Li et al., 2010) in explaining how a person and situation interact in predicting performance. While that framework works well in certain contexts, we noted a limitation of that perspective for understanding the joint effects of proactive personality and situational factors since trait activation theory suggests that trait-consistent behaviour results when relevant characteristics of both a person and a situation are present. Moreover, even when the trait activation theoretical perspective has not been invoked, prior research examining moderating factors between proactive personality and proactive behaviour has shown how such moderating factors accentuate the effects of proactivity on behaviour, leading people who are predisposed to act proactively to be even more proactive (e.g., Bertolino, Truxillo, & Fraccaroli, 2011; Chan, 2006; Erdogan & Bauer, 2005; Sun & van Emmerik, 2015) .
However, it is also of importance to recognize that there are certain cases in which trait-consistent behaviours are displayed despite the situational cues that are present or despite the consistency of the traits with the desired behaviour. That is, the effects of either the person or the situation (rather than both such as in trait activation theory) may motivate behaviour independent of the other. This may be particularly likely for the trait of proactive personality, a trait characteristic of people who are more likely to try to control situational factors (Bateman & Crant, 1993) . Thus, our hypotheses asserted that proactive behaviour could be motivated by either personality tendencies or situational cues (in line with a substitution perspective; e.g., Colbert et al., 2004; Den Hartog & Belschak, 2012; Stewart et al., 1996) . Specifically, our findings are novel and important because they inform the literature on proactivity by showing how two situational factors can engender employee proactivity in lieu of employees' proactive personality, thus demonstrating the importance of the situation when proactive personality is low.
We hope other scholars find utility in our theoretical analysis and are able to evaluate whether both the person and the situation are required (calling for the use of trait activation theory) or whether either the person or the situation is strong enough to operate independently (calling for the use of a situational strength or a substitution perspective). In this study, the nature of the proactive personality trait led us to predict a person-situation interaction consistent with situational strength because of this trait being more likely to result in trying to control the situation (Bateman & Crant, 1993) . Although our study is focused on one specific trait, we hope our analysis offers utility for scholars in the general literature on personality who are determining which theoretical lens is most applicable to a given study (for an excellent discussion of this topic, see Judge & Zapata, 2015) .
From a practical standpoint, we think this research offers great hope for organizations seeking to observe employees behaving proactively because it reveals that there are multiple avenues that can be leveraged to achieve such outcomes. First, organizations could select workers higher on proactive personality who will be more apt to behave in a proactive way; likewise, organizations could take a developmental view of proactivity, attempting to train employees in proactive thinking skills (Kirby, Kirby, & Lewis, 2002; Li, Fay, Frese, Harms, & Gao, 2014; Strauss, Griffin, & Parker, 2012) . Second, organizations could select or develop leaders based upon their potential as transformational leaders since they will be more likely to elicit proactive behaviour from their subordinates (e.g., Schmitt, Den Hartog, & Belschak, 2016) . For example, two of the most oft-cited examples showing that transformational leadership can be taught and further developed include Barling, Weber, & Kelloway (1996) and Dvir et al. (2002) . Barling et al. (1996) used a training intervention comprised of a 1-day group-based training programme and four individual booster sessions within several branches of a bank. The group session was used to teach the concepts of transformational leadership as well as discuss and role play how to use it in the workplace. The individual sessions were focused on reviewing 360-degree performance data as well as setting, reviewing, and modifying action plans geared towards becoming more transformational. Results demonstrated that the training was positively related to all of the following: (1) followers' perceptions of transformational leader behaviours, (2) followers' own organizational commitment, and (3) branch financial performance. Meanwhile, Dvir et al. (2002) utilized a sample of military leaders and their followers. They demonstrated that leaders who received transformational leadership training had more positive impact on direct reports' development and on indirect reports' performance than did leaders who received routine eclectic leadership training.
Third, organizations could employ work design strategies to create a fertile climate for proactive behaviour. In particular, establishing a climate of innovation and flexibility is ideally suited for engendering proactive worker behaviour (Abbey & Dickson, 1983; Patterson et al., 2005; Pritchard & Karasick, 1973) . Based on the work of Patterson et al. (2005) , successful work design strategies revolving around a climate of innovation and flexibility could include (1) demonstrating that new ideas are considered and accepted and that the organization is flexible, (2) showing that the organization responds rapidly when changes need to be made, (3) demonstrating that the organization will change policies and procedures to meet new conditions and solve problems, and (4) showing that the management team is aware enough to recognize the need for change and that employees throughout the organization are always focused on continuous improvement.
Limitations and future research
There are some important limitations to this research. Our study is cross-sectional, and thus, we cannot definitively demonstrate causality. Longitudinal panel studies are necessary to provide more evidence of how proactive personality and situational characteristics interact over time to predict proactive behaviour. Also, the magnitude of a cross-level interaction term is the most impactful determinant of the degree to which statistical power exists to detect a cross-level interaction (Mathieu, Aguinis, Culpepper, & Chen, 2012) . Therefore, the large magnitude of our interaction terms significantly increases the statistical power to detect the effects hypothesized in our study. Yet, it is important to note that low power generally exists to detect cross-level interactions, especially when sample sizes are small. The small number of followers associated with each leader in our study sample thus greatly limits the statistical power to detect the effects we found in this study, particularly since level 1 sample size is more important than level 2 sample size in determining power for detecting cross-level interactions (Mathieu et al., 2012) . Finally, we note that there is a high correlation between the two moderators we examined, transformational leadership and climate of innovation and flexibility. Although these constructs are conceptually distinct, prior scholarship has demonstrated the linkage between leadership and climate (Kozlowski & Doherty, 1989) . Thus, it is apparent -and would be expected -that employees who perceived their supervisors to be transformational were also more likely to perceive the climate to be encouraging of innovation and flexibility.
In the future, scholars should seek to demonstrate additional support for how substitutes for personality exist in traits beyond proactive personality. In addition, negative situational moderators should be paired with proactive personality to see whether the worker behaviour resulting from the trait is adversely impacted or still remains positive and stable. Finally, we have joined other scholars who have elucidated either mediating mechanisms or moderating mechanisms of proactivity. The literature would benefit from more complex models (e.g., Fuller, Marler, & Hester, 2006 ) that include both mediators and moderators of proactivity in the same model (e.g., Li et al., 2011; Zhang, Wang, & Shi, 2012) .
Conclusion
Empirically, this study has contributed to the literature on proactivity. When seeking to hire employees who will behave proactively, managers would be wise to select employees who possess a proactive personality. Since employee selection can take time to implement -and is not always an avenue that managers have access to -organizations can also facilitate employee proactive behaviour in their workplaces through the implementation of changes to the situation. Such changes can have an effect even for employees who do not inherently possess proactive personality. In particular, transformational leadership and a climate of innovation and flexibility can serve to substitute for the effects of employees' inherent personality traits and offer promise for engendering proactive behaviour. Hopefully, these results will inspire researchers to build on the findings in future work as more research is needed if we hope to answer additional questions on the complex interaction between leaders, followers, and the situation.
